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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1, 3, and 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Deemer et al (6428735) in view of Gottlieb (6258313), supported by Geankoplis, 
Transport Processes and Unit Operations Third Edition (Pg 216-217) and Tipler, 
Physics For Scientists and Engineers (Pg 445-446). 

Regarding claim 1, Deemer et al teach a reheat stretch blow-molding process 
(abstract) comprising: preparing a preform (col 4 lines 18-35), heating the preform, 
utilizing a plurality of infrared energy sources positioned adjacent said preform (col 8 
lines 8-28). Deemer et al also teach the ability for the heating lamps to have an 
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adjustable temperature control to meet the heating needs of a segment of the preform 
(col 8 lines 8-14). 

In addition, Deemer et al teach that the energy source for heating preforms for 
blow-molding is adjustable permitting each, as necessary, to have a position with a 
different amount of space from each energy source to the preform (col 7 lines 66-67 & 
col 8 lines 1-2), suggesting amount of heating of the preform could be controlled by the 
position of the energy source to the preform. Deemer et al also teach that sidewall 
thickness of the preform is not constant and that varying thickness in a preform could be 
heated so that the temperature is consistent at all thickness (col 5 lines 33-38). 
Furthermore, Deemer et al suggests that it is more difficult to drive heat through thicker 
parts of the preform (col 6 lines 40-43) as supported by Fourier's Law of heat 



present discussion, the driving force is the temperature difference between the outer 
wall and the inner wall or in other words the energy from the infrared source. The 
resistance is the thickness of the wall. To those of ordinary skill in the art, Fourier's law 
clearly shows a relationship that as the thickness of the heated substrate increases the 
energy from the heating source needs to increase as well in order to maintain consistent 
temperature throughout the heated object with varying thicknesses. 

Concerning the inversely proportional spacing of the energy source to the 
preform, Deemer inherently teaches that since more energy is needed for thicker parts 
of the preform the lamp must be positioned closer to the preform (col 7 lines 66-67 & col 



conduction taught by Geankoplis: rate of heat transfer process = 



driving force 



. In our 
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8 lines 1-2). This is supported by the equation of the intensity of a point source taught 
by Tipler: 




Where / is the intensity, P is the power of the source, and r is the distance from the 
source to the object being heated. The above equation shows that in order to increase 
the intensity/amount of heating at a given point, at constant P, the distance, r, would 
need to be decreased, clearly an inverse relationship. Therefore in order to provide 
more heating for thicker preforms, one would decrease the distance between the energy 
source and the preform. 

However, Deemer et al do not teach that the reheat blow-molded preform is 
polypropylene. Nevertheless Gottlieb teaches using polypropylene preform to reheat 
stretch blow-mold into a bottle (abstract). Therefore it would have been obvious to use 
polypropylene in Deemer et al's method of reheat stretch blow-molding in order to 
produce high clarity container made from polypropylene with enhanced oxygen barrier 
(col 2 lines 7-12). 

Regarding claim 3, Deemer et al do not teach that the polypropylene contains 
one or more adjuvants selected from the group consisting of clarifiers, fillers, extenders, 
lubricants, and infrared energy absorbing agents. However, Gottlieb teaches using 
clarifiers to reheat stretch blow-mold a preform (col 2 lines 7-13). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to use the teachings of Gottlieb in Deemer et al's method for reheat 
stretch blow-molding in order to provide clarified polymer resins (col 2 line 8). 
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Regarding claim 5, Deemer et al teach using infrared energy sources comprising 
heat lamps (col 6 lines 15-20). 

4. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Deemer 
et al (6428735) in view of Gottlieb (6258313) supported by Geankoplis, Transport 
Processes and Unit Operations Third Edition (Pg 216-217) and Tipler, Physics For 
Scientists and Engineers (Pg 445-446) further in view of Kohn et al (5819991). The 
teachings of Deemer et al in view of Gottlieb are applied as described above for claims 
1 , 3, and 5. Deemer et al do not teach that the polypropylene comprises polypropylene 
selected from the group consisting of high, medium, and low-density polypropylene. 
However, Kohn et al teach using high density polypropylene for making blow-molded 
bottle-type container (claim 4). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to use the teachings of Kohn et al in Gottlieb's 
method for reheat stretch blow-molding in order to obtain a desired material property 
such as stiffness and strength. 

4. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Deemer et al (6428735) in view of Gottlieb (6258313) and Kohn et al (5819991), 
supported by Geankoplis, Transport Processes and Unit Operations Third Edition (Pg 
216-217) and Tipler, Physics For Scientists and Engineers (Pg 445-446). 

Regarding claim 6, Deemer et al teach a reheat stretch blow-molding process 
(abstract) comprising: preparing a preform (col 4 lines 18-35), heating the preform, 
utilizing a plurality of infrared energy sources positioned adjacent said preform (col 8 
lines 8-28). Deemer et al also teach the ability for the heating lamps to have an 
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adjustable temperature control to meet the heating needs of a segment of the preform 
(col 8 lines 8-14). 

In addition, Deemer et al teach that the energy source for heating preforms for 
blow-molding is adjustable permitting each, as necessary, to have a position with a 
different amount of space from each energy source to the preform (col 7 lines 66-67 & 
col 8 lines 1-2), suggesting amount of heating of the preform could be controlled by the 
position of the energy source to the preform. Deemer et al also teach that sidewall 
thickness of the preform is not constant and that varying thickness in a preform could be 
heated so that the temperature is consistent at all thickness (col 5 lines 33-38). 
Furthermore, Deemer et al suggests that it is more difficult to drive heat through thicker 
parts of the preform (col 6 lines 40-43) as supported by Fourier's Law of heat 



present discussion, the driving force is the temperature difference between the outer 
wall and the inner wall or in other words the energy from the infrared source. The 
resistance is the thickness of the wall. To those of ordinary skill in the art, Fourier's law 
clearly shows a relationship that as the thickness of the heated substrate increases the 
energy from the heating source needs to increase as well in order to maintain consistent 
temperature throughout the heated object with varying thicknesses. 

Concerning the inversely proportional spacing of the energy source to the 
preform, Deemer inherently teaches that since more energy is needed for thicker parts 
of the preform the lamp must be positioned closer to the preform (col 7 lines 66-67 & col 



conduction taught by Geankoplis: rate of heat transfer process = 



driving force 



. In our 



resistm ce 
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8 lines 1-2). This is supported by the equation of the intensity of a point source taught 
by Tipler: 




Where / is the intensity, P is the power of the source, and r is the distance from the 
source to the object being heated. The above equation shows that in order to increase 
the intensity/amount of heating at a given point, at constant P, the distance, r, would 
need to be decreased, clearly an inverse relationship. Therefore in order to provide 
more heating for thicker preforms, one would decrease the distance between the energy 
source and the preform. 

However, Deemer et al do not teach that the reheat blow-molded preform is 
polypropylene. Nevertheless Gottlieb teaches using polypropylene preform to reheat 
stretch blow-mold into a bottle (abstract). Therefore it would have been obvious to use 
polypropylene in Deemer et al's method of reheat stretch blow-molding in order to 
produce high clarity container made from polypropylene with enhanced oxygen barrier 
(col 2 lines 7-12). 

Deemer et al do not teach that the polypropylene contains one or more adjuvants 
selected from the group consisting of clarifiers, fillers, extenders, lubricants, and infrared 
energy absorbing agents. However, Gottlieb teaches using clarifiers to reheat stretch 
blow-mold a preform (col 2 lines 7-13). Therefore it would have been obvious to use the 
teachings of Gottlieb in Deemer et al's method for reheat stretch blow-molding in order 
to provide clarified polymer resins (col 2 line 8). 
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Deemer et al do not teach that the polypropylene comprises polypropylene 
selected from the group consisting of high, medium, and low-density polypropylene. 
However, Kohn et al teach using high density polypropylene for making blow-molded 
bottle-type container (claim 4). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to use the teachings of Kohn et al in Gottlieb's 
method for reheat stretch blow-molding in order to obtain a desired material property 
such as stiffness and strength. 

Regarding claim 7, Deemer et al teach using infrared energy sources comprising 
heat lamps (col 6 lines 15-20). 

Response to Argument 

Applicants argue that Gottlieb does not teach nor even remotely suggest the 
required limitation set forth in Applicants 1 Claims, that "... the infrared energy sources 
[be] positioned adjacent said preform at distances inversely proportional to the wall 
thickness of said preform directly apposing said infrared energy sources." Gottlieb 
teaches that heating a preform having varying longitudinal thicknesses is accomplished 
by increasing or decreasing the amount of electrical energy supplied to the exterior IR 
radiation sources. See, e.g., Col. 4, lines 23-25; viz, "[t]he apparatus of the present 
invention can be preferentially controlled so that it can be adapted for use with plastics 
of varying... shapes of preforms." Applicant's arguments, above with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1 and 6 under 103(a) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
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consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Deemer et al in view of 
Gottlieb. 

Applicants argue that Fourier's law is an expression of one aspect of the 
operation of Gottlieb's process for differentially heating the exterior of a preform by 
increasing or decreasing the electrical power applied to individual IR radiation sources 
within the array of exterior preform heaters and that Genekoplis does not teach nor 
even remotely suggest modifying the operation of Gottlieb's process; Genekoplis merely 
mathematically describes an aspect of Gottlieb's process. As the applicant has clearly 
stated, Fourier's Law is a mathematical expression of Gottlieb's process. While it does 
not cure the deficiencies of Gottlieb, the examiner asserts that Genekpolis supports 
Gottlieb's suggested teachings as shown in the 103(a) rejection above. 

Applicants argue that Tipler does not teach nor even remotely suggest modifying 
the way Gottlieb differentially heats the exterior of a preform and that Tipler merely 
mathematically describes one aspect of Gottlieb's process. However, the examiner 
asserts that Tipler teaches the inversely proportional spacing of the energy source to 
the preform. The equation is as follows: 

/-a 

Where / is the intensity, P is the power of the source, and r is the distance from the 
source to the object being heated. The above equation shows that in order to increase 
the intensity/amount of heating at a given point, at constant P, the distance, r, would 
need to be decreased, clearly an inverse relationship. Therefore in order to provide 
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more heating for thicker preforms, one would decrease the distance between the energy 
source and the preform. 

The above equation is well-known in the art and those of ordinary skill in the art 
would have known to decrease the distance between the energy source and the 
preform in order to provide more heating/intensity for thicker preforms due to the 
requirement for more energy to heat up. 

5. The applicants argue that Zenger discloses throughout that its blow molded 
plastic containers may be used in combination with a hard plmstic base cup. This base 
cup, attached to the bottom of the blow- molded plastic container by an adhesive, is 
made from dimensionally stable, high-density polypropylene or polyester, and provides 
a flat or footed base upon which the blow-molded plastic container can stand upright. 
This combination of blow-molded container and attached hard plastic base cup is used 
by a member of container manufacturers. It is well-known to anyone having even a 
cursory knowledge of the plastic container art that these base cups are not blow- 
molded, as incorrectly asserted by the Examiner in the outstanding Office Action 
rejection. Applicant's arguments, above with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 2 
under 103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection 
has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection 
is made in view of Kohn et al. 

Applicants argue that nowhere does Wu disclose nor even remotely suggest 
Applicants 1 claimed limitation that "... the infrared energy sources (be) positioned 
adjacent said preform at distances inversely proportional to the wall thickness of said 
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preform directly apposing said infrared energy sources." To the contrary, Wu confirms 
Gottlieb's teaching that differential heating is accomplished by delivering more or less 
electrical energy to the individual IR radiant heaters adjacent the exterior of a blow- 
molding preform. Examiner agrees with the applicants arguments above; however, this 
reference was used to reject claim 3 concerning "polypropylene containing one or more 
adjuvants selected from the group consisting of clarifiers, filler, extenders, lubricants, 
and infrared energy absorbing agents. Therefore, Wu reference is still considered to be 
a relevant reference. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sang W. An whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1997. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7 AM - 3:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Colaianni can be reached on (571) 272-1196. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Patent Examiner 
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